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Detroit River International Crossing Study
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Preliminary End-to-End lllustrative Alternatives
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Detroit River International Crossing Study
Scoring Form — Evaluation Factors

How Important Are These Items2 EAPLE

We want to know how you value the seven evaluation foctors listed below. To provide us — .,'"
your opinion, please rate them on the scale of “1” through “100”, with the highest rating

indicoting the item you believe is most important. Draw a line from the dot () following N

each factor on the left, fo the scale on the right, fo indicate your opinion. It you choose, | ——
you can have all factors at the same point on the scale af the right. When finished, return
your form fo a project representative, or by email, or by fax af the addresses listed ot the | -
bottom of this form.

Your opinions will be used to evaluate the impacts of the Illusirative Aliernatives of the Detroit

River International Crossing Project. In that process the Detroit River International Crossing /
Partnership must also consider the project’s Purpose and Need Statement (attached).

Therefore, a proposed river crossing altemnative’s international and national importance from

economic and travel/iransportation (including freight) perspectives may be overriding considerations throughout the
evaluation. Thank you.

Factor Rating Scale
100
Maintain Air Quality [ ]

Protect Community/Neighborhood ° ;;
Characteristics =S
Maintain Consistency with Loc

Planning

Protect Cultural Resources e

Protect the Natural Environment ° +

Improve Regional Mobility

Assess How Project Can Be Built

Name of Person Completing Form:

Please return the completed
form by July 31, 2005.

www.partnershipborderstudy.com
Hotline: 800.900.2649
Fox: 248.799.0146




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Evaluation Factor Weightings
(Normalized to 100%)

Citizens and MDOT Technical Team

Normalized Weights
(percentage)

[ Public

B Technical Team




Detroit River International Crossing Study

U. S. Evaluation Process

 Unigue Circumstances

» Consultant Scoring Canadian
Without Weighs Process

 Weighted Scores
Citizens’ Weights
MDOT Team Weights
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UNIQUE CIRCUMSTANCES



Detroit River International Crossing Study

The Detroit River Tunnel
Partnership Proposal




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Plaza II-1

1-75 MICHIGAN




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Evaluation of DRTP Proposal

Regional Mobility Characteristics

2035 PM Peak Hour Traffic

Improve Regional Highway
Mobility Network
Effectiveness

VMT (int'l traffic only, PM
Peak Hour for 2035)

Evaluation Factor| Performance Measure Category | Description/Units |

No Action

1,089,636

With New Crossing

1,088,426

Difference from 2035 —
No Action

Percent Difference

VHT (int'l traffic only, PM
Peak Hour for 2035)

No Action

-1,210

22,113

With New Crossing

21,864

Difference from 2035 —
No Action

-249

Percent Difference

-1.13%

-1,504

9,073

Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc.



Detroit River International Crossing Study

International Traffic Volume and
Maximum Volume-over-Capacity Ratios (V/C) for Key
Regional Roadway Links
2035 PM Peak Hour Traffic

2035 PM Peak Hour

New Crossing (DRTP) N/A N/A 601 0.78
Ambassador Bridge 3,694 112 3,311 1.10
Detroit River Tunnel 1,914 112 1,825 1.02

Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc.



Detroit River International Crossing Study
Analysis of DRTP with Downriver Crossing X-4 + Ambassador Bridge
+ Detroit-Windsor Tunnel + Blue Water Bridge

2035 PM Peak Hour Traffic

New Crossing at X4/S5 New Crossings Existing Crossings
: DRTP | AMB :
Alignment A36* S5 Tunnel | Bridge

Cars 550 0| 1.600] 1237 449|  3.836
US-Canada = 636| 190 139 32 366| 1,363
Cars 201 0 484 311 203| 1,399
Canada-US 1=/ o 253 56 151 2 337 799
.. Cars 751 0| 2084| 1548 852| 5235
Both Directions | s 889| 246 290 34 703| 2,162
Total| 1.640| 246| 2374 1582| 1555| 7.397

*Alignment for X4/S4 via Dix North to I-75.
Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc.




Tunnels




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Tunnel Practical Feasibility

Category Downriver Central Belle Isle
Soft Ground Bored Possibly Practically Practically Feasible
Tunnel Feasible = Marginal soil depth
= Soil depth varies from
marginal to
insufficient
Rock Tunnel
Submerged Tunnel Technically Practical - Technically Practical -

Engineering Engineering
Not Practically Feasible - Not Practically Feasible -
Environmental Issues Environmental Issues




Plazas C-1 and C-2




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Example of Relocation Site for U.S. Steel Operations




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Plaza C 2 — U S. Steel North

INDUSTRIAL

INDUSTRIAL






Detroit River International Crossing Study

Fighting Island




Detroit River International Crossing Study

lllustrative Alternatives Evaluation Process

Data by Plaza, Crossing, Connecting Route

(Table S-1 of Summary Report)

Evaluation by Consultants )

Un-weighted Scoring of Crossing Components
(Attachment A of Summary Report)

Citizen & MDOT Technical Team
Weightings (Table S-3 of Summary Report)

Weighted Scoring of Composite Alternatives
(Table S-10 of Summary Report)

Cost of Crossing Components
(Table S-11 of Summary Report)

Cost Effectiveness of Composite Alternatives
(Table S-12 of Summary Report)

Definition of Area of Continued Analysis
(Figure S-12 of Summary Report)



Detroit River International Crossing Study
Preliminary Results

Without Weights




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Preliminary End-to-End lllustrative Alternatives
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Detroit River International Crossing Study

Ranking for 21 Downriver Area Crossing Systems

Preliminary Results

Without Weights
Number Ranking in Top or Bottom
.| Crossing | Comm/Neigh. | - “* | Cult. Res. | Nat. Env. | Reg. Mob Alr 1 onstructabilit
Downriver Syswmsg OMMBEEL | Planning = || SSSA | e | Bl ||

Area inArea | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom|Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom| Top | Bottom| Top Bottom 19

18 | 19 |18] 49 |18] 19 |18] 49 |18] a9 |18] 19 | 18 [P

21 10@7@1655@4@1747(14!




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Preliminary End-to-End lllustrative Alternatives
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Detroit River International Crossing Study

Ranking for Crossing Systems
Top = 18 Crossing Systems
Bottom = 19 Crossing Systems

Number Ranking in Top or Bottom

: - Local : ; s
. Crossing | Comm/Neigh. . Cult. Res. | Nat. Env. | Reg. Mob. | Air Quality | Constructability
Central Sveieas Planning

Area inArea | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom| Top

a8 | 19 |as] 1 || 1 | 8] 19 |as] 10 8] 19 | ag |Potem D

n J(e) 5 (9] 2 0 im [(8) 3 (1) o 0 T 5

e s — S~ o e




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Preliminary End-to-End lllustrative Alternatives
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Detroit River International Crossing Study

Ranking for 3 I-75/1-96 Area Crossing Systems

I B
Preliminary Results
Without Weights
Number Ranking in Top or Bottom

1-75/ Crossing | Comm/Neigh. PlIz;zlcl ?:Ig Clult. Res. Nat. Env. Reg. Mob. | Air Quality | Constructability
& S
k=l i:j;?:: Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top Bottom 19
Area a8 | 19 |a&] 19 | 18] 19 [a&] 19 [a&] 19 | 18] 19 | a8 [7O™

3 (2) 1 2 1 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 3 [(3) 0

o p— N’ Ny p



Detroit River International Crossing Study

Preliminary End-to-End lllustrative Alternatives
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Detroit River International Crossing Study

Preliminary Results

Without Weights

Ranking for 2 Belle Isle Area Crossing Systems

Number Ranking in Top or Bottom

Belle Crossing | Comm/Neigh. Plzzf:;:]g Cult. Res. Nat. Env. Reg. Mob. | Air Quality | Constructability
Systems
Isle i:f Area | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top | Bottom | Top Bottom 19
Area 18 | 49 |18 49 |18 a9 |18 19 |18 18 | 49 | 18
2 0 [C2)lojC2)lojC2)[2] 0 JojL2)[o0o(C2)] 2 0
\—  —  —




Detroit River International Crossing Study

lllustrative Alternatives Evaluation Process

Data by Plaza, Crossing, Connecting Route

(Table S-1 of Summary Report)

Evaluation by Consultants )

Un-weighted Scoring of Crossing Components
(Attachment A of Summary Report)

Citizen & MDOT Technical Team
Weightings (Table S-3 of Summary Report)

Weighted Scoring of Composite Alternatives
(Table S-10 of Summary Report)

Cost of Crossing Components
(Table S-11 of Summary Report)

Cost Effectiveness of Composite Alternatives
(Table S-12 of Summary Report)

Definition of Area of Continued Analysis
(Figure S-12 of Summary Report)



Detroit River International Crossing Study

Weighted Performance Evaluation Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)
U.S. Side of Border

Weighted Scores

Plaza 51 51 52 52 53 53 53 53 53 53 51 51 54
Crossing] X151 X151 X152 ®152 %253 X253 %253 X353 353 %353 %254 Y254 Y254
Alonment| S1KINGATS | S1Kingl-275 | S2Kingh75 | S2King/275 | S3Pennit75 | SIEurekaltTs SSE;';?J_“” | s3PenndT5 | S3EurekalTS SSE;';eskaf b | S4Pennii75 | S4Eurekall75 S‘t,'f;';;ka
Citizen Weighted Score 170.21 162,63 177.06 15,69 157.44 186.96 175.09 187.23 186.75 177.58 150.19 180.22] 17121
Rank 33 % 0 34 17 13 25 [E 14 29 %5 24 31
Techrical Tear Weight Score 169.80 163.29 175.04 1B5.66 152,34 183.08 173.48 18250 183.24 173.62 176.15 17585 167.70
Rank 3 3 28 34 z 20 0 21 E 29 % 7 R
Weighted Scores
Plaza 54 54 54 5 5 5 55 5 & Q & &
Crossing] %354 %354 %354 ¥ ¥ ¥ 7] 7] X8 X8 X8 X8
Sd4Eurekall- 350ix Southd- . S5Southfieldd)- | S5Southfield/- | C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer | C25chaefer | C25chaefer
Alignment| Z4FenI-7S | S4Eurekal 75 T SoMoran/-75 75 S50ix North/-75 75 94 South/175 | South/194 | Morth175 | MNorth/1.94
Citizen Weighted Score 180.13 180,16 171.15 185.33 151.55 185.38 184.97 181.59 195.09 192.46 194.91 193.52
Rark z % P 20 10 £ 21 2z 3 8 1 5
Technical Team Weight Score 176.30 176.01 167.85 18534 190,14 185,32 184.87 181.50 201.46 199.03 201.21 199.94
Rank 24 %6 2 1B 15 17 18 25 3 8 4 5
Weighted Scores
Plaza & & & & G G ] B 13 I Nt N
Crossing X9 X9 X9 X9 x10 x10 X1 X14 112 X413 X12 15 18
C2Schaefi C2Schaefi C2Schaefi CZ8chaefer | C3Dearborn/l- [C3Springwells’ ] C4Dragoon/l-|lIZLafayette/M| lI3Lafayette/ |ll4Gateway/l-| MN15t.Jeand- N1Connerl-9a
Alignment| South175 | South194 | North175 | Morth/1.94 75 75 75 10 M-10 74 94
Citizen Weighted Score 193.41 190.78 193.26 191.84 188.69 189.41 196.93 187.97 180.34 197.89 153.89 15261
Rank B 1 7 9 15 12 7 16 PR 1 6 T
Technical Tearm Weight Score 199.89 197.47 199.65 198.38 197.65 198.03 208.19| 197.45 191.70 206.92 161.08 188.76
Rank 6 7 9 13




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Weighted Performance Evaluation Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)
U.S. Side of Border

Weighted Scores

Plaza 51 51 52 52 53 53 53 53 53 53 54 54 54
Crossing #1581 #1581 152 w152 w253 253 X253 353 X353 ¥353 w254 254 W254
. ) . ) S3Eurekad- S3Eurekarl S4Eureka
Alignment Sikingd-75 | STking/-275 | S2Kingd-75 | S2Kingd-275 | S3Penn/l-75 S3Eurekall-7s 575 SaPenndl-75 | S3Eurekal-vs o S4Penndl-75 | S4Eurekal-7s 7S
Citizen Weighted Score 170.21 162.53 177.06 165.69 187.44 155.96 175.09 1723 1858.75 17785 180.19 18022 17121
Rank 33 29 25 24 K}l
Technical Tearn Weight Score 169.80 [2 [2 [2 [2 173.62 176.15 17585 167.70
Weighted Scores C25chaefer | CZ2Schaefer | C25chaefer | C25chaefer
Plaza 54 g 2 2 2
Crossing| 5 A South/l-75 South/1-94 North/l-75 North/1-94 ] % %8
chaefer | CZ5chaefer | CZ2Schaefer
Alignment| S4Fenm-75 seud 195.09 192.46 194.94 193.52 W ihss | Norbias | Nerni9a
Citizen Weighted Score 180.13 192.46 194.94 193.52
Rank 27 3 B 4 5 8 4 5
Technical Tearn Weight Score 176.30 199.03 201.21 199.94
Pk 5 201.46 199.03 201.21 199.94 5 1 5
Weighted Scores
Plaza 2 2 2 2 o] o] C4 112 113 114 M1 M1
Crossing X9 X9 X9 X9 X10 X10 X11 X14 112 X14 113 X12 15 K15
C2Schaefi C2Schaefi C2Schaefi CZ8chaefer | C3Dearborn/l- [C3Springwells’ ] C4Dragoon/l-|lIZLafayette/M| lI3Lafayette/ |ll4Gateway/l-| MN15t.Jeand- N1Connerl-9a
Alignment] South/1-75 | South/1-94 North/1-75 North/1-94 75 75 74 10 M-10 75 94
Citizen Weighted Score 193.41 190.78 193.26 191.84 188.69 189.41 196.98 187.97 180.34 197.89 153.89 152,61
Rank 6 11 7 9 15 12 2| 16 23 1 36 37
Technical Team VWeight Score 199.89 197.47 199.65 198.38 197.65 198.03 208.18| 197.45 191.70 206.92 161.08 159.76
Rank 6 7 9 13




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Weighted Performance Evaluation Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)
U.S. Side of Border

Weighted Scores

Flaza 51 51 =] 52 53 53 53 53 53 53 54 54 54
Crossing K11 K11 K182 HIs2 H253 H253 #2253 353 353 353 H254 K254 K254
. ) . 7 S3Eurekad- S3Eurekarl S4Eureka
Alignment Sikingd-75 | STking/-275 | S2Kingd-75 | S2Kingd-275 | S3Penn/l-75 S3Eurekall-7s 575 SaPenndl-75 | S3Eurekal-vs o S4Penndl-75 | S4Eurekal-7s 7S
Citizen Weighted Scaore 170.21 162.53 177.06 165.69 187 44 153,96 178.09 187.23 188.75 177,88 18019 180.22 171
Rank 33 35 30 34 17 13 28 18 14 22 25 24 Kl
Technical Tearn Weight Score 169.80 163.29 175.04 165.66 182.34 183.09 173.46 182.50 183.24 173.62 176.15 17585 167.70
Rank 31 35 28 M 2 20 30 2 19 29 2% X 33
Weighted 5 2 2 C2 2 3 3 C4
X9 X9 X9 X9 X10 X10 X11
CZ2S5chaefer | CZ2Schaefer | CZ2Schaefer | C25chaefer | C3Dearborn/l- [CG35pringwells 1] C4Dragoon/I-
ctizen Wo  South/l-73 | South/1-94 North/1-75 North/1-94 fis fis i
TechocalT 193.41 190.78 193.26 191.84 188.69 189.41 196.98
an
b 11 7 9 15 12 2
Weighted 5 199.89 197 47 199.65 198.38 197 .65 198.03 208.18
b 12 7 10
Alignment] South/175 | South/1.94 North/1-75 North/1-94 -
Citizen Weighted Score 193.41 190.78 193.26 191.84 188.69 189.41 196.98| 187.97 180.34 197.89 153.89 15261
Rank 6 1" 7 9 15 12 2| 16 23 1 36 ¥
Technical Team YWeight Score 199.89 197.47 199.65 198.38 197.65 198.03 208.18] 197 45 191.70 206.92 161.08 159.76
Fank 1 7 9




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Weighted Performance Evaluation Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)
U.S. Side of Border

Weighted Scores

Rank

6

13

Plaza 51 51 52 52 53 53 53 53 53 53 54 54 54
Crossing| %151 X151 X152 %152 %253 %253 %253 %353 %353 X353 %254 ¥254 X254
. ) . ) S3Eurekad- S3Eurekardl- S4Eureka
Alignment Sikingd-75 | STking/-275 | S2Kingd-75 | S2Kingd-275 | S3Penn/l-75 S3Eurekall-7s 575 SaPenndl-75 | S3Eurekal-vs o S4Penndl-75 | S4Eurekal-7s 7S
Citizen Weighted Score 170.21 162.53 177.06 165.69 167.44 168.96 178.09 167.23 188.75 177 .68 160.19 180.22]  171.21
Rank 33 3 29 25 24 31
Technical Team Weight Scare 169.60 163.29 173,62 176.15 17685 167.70
Rank El] 35 2 2 7 33
Weighted Scores
Plaza 54 54 Q [ [
Crossing #3s4 #3s4 :.:14 "2 :.:14 "3 ] Xg xg
. ! 2L afayette/M] lI3Lafayette/ |1l4 Gateway/|- CRE T (E R o [ER T
Alignment| S4Fenm-75 |S4Burekadl-75 ¥ ¥ ¥ South/194 | Morthi75 | Morthi94
Citizen Weighted Score 180.13 180.16 10 M-10 K] 192 46 194.94 193.52
Rank 27 % 8 4 5
Technical Team Weight Score 176.30 176.01 187 97 180.34 197 .89 199.03 201.21 199.94
Rank 24 2 16 73 1 8 4 5
Weighted Scores 197 .45 191.70 206.92
Plaza =] =] 114 M1 M1
Crassing X9 X9 13 2 X12 X5 K15
C2Schaefer | CZ2Schaefer 114 Gateway/l-| MN13t.Jean/- N1Connerl-9a
Alignment] South/175 | South/1.94 - 78 a4
Citizen Weighted Score 193.41 190.78 193.26 191.84 188.69 189.41 196.98| 187.97 180.34 197.89 153.89 15261
Rank 6 1 7 9 15 12 2| 16 23 1 3 7
Technical Team YWeight Scaore 199.89 197.47 199.65 198.38 197.65 198.03 208.18] 19745 191.70 206.92 161.08 15976



Area of Focus Based on Weighted Performance Analysis
U.S. Side of Border
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Detroit River International Crossing Study
Preliminary Results

Cost and
Cost-Effectiveness




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Bridge Cost versus Main Span Length

Bridge Cost versus Main Span Length
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Detroit River International Crossing Study

Total Estimated Cost of River Crossin

U.S. Side of Border
(millions of 2005 dollars)

g System

Plaza 31 31 52 52 53 3 g3 83 53 83 sS4 54 S4
Crossing] X181 X181 X182 X182 X253 X283 X253 X383 %353 %353 X254 Y254 X254
, ' S1King/l- -y S2Kingd- i S3Eurekall- | S3Eurekall- ¢ | S3Eurekall- |S3Eurekall- ¢ | S4Eurekall-| S4Eureka
Alignment| S1King/-75 575 S2King/-75 075 S3Penndl-75 B 575 S3Penn/l-76 75 575 S4Pennd-75 75 075
Property Related 47235 814.70 453.94 796.29 875.59 1012.66 2063.72 857 .42 994 50 2035 56 876.98 997 46| 2037.52
Construction Related 1069.29 1116.28 1098.93 1145.92 1064.60 1044.46 1231.01 1019.10 998,96 1185.51 1106.98 1087 53| 1274.08
Total 1641 .64 1530.98 1652.87 1842.21 1940.18 2057.12 328473 1876.52 1993.46 3221.07 1983.95 2084.98| 3311.59
Costs ($1 million)
Plaza 54 54 54 85 85 Sh =i S5 C2 c2 G2 2 i
Crossing| X354 X354 X354 X4 ¥4 ¥4 4 vl X8 »B *B ¥8 -
L.
Al t|sapennt75 S4Eurekall- |S4Eurekall-| S5Moranil- S5Dix S50ix Morth/l-| S5Southfield | S53outhfield | C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer |C25chaefer e
Sl el 75 275 75 South/-75 75 75 194 South/75 | South/-94 | North/75 | Northil-94
Property Related 871.29 991.77 2031.83 £15.03 439.32 307.07 39251 653.50 265.04 315.63 299.98 32225
Construction Related 1061.48 1042.03 1228.58 1103.15 1087.93 1085.44 1085.44 1168.52 1336.34 1344.20 1352.30 1360.16
Total 1932.77 2033.80 3260.41 1618.18 1627.26 1392.50 1477 .94 1622.02 1601.36 1659.83 1652.28 16682.42 ;
-
Costs ($1 million) i
Plaza c2 C2 C2 c2 3 C3 C4 112 113 I14 N1 N1
Crossing X9 X9 ] X9 10 A10 11 X14 112 *14 113 X12 X15 X156
Al t C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer |C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer [C3Dearborn/l C3Springwell | C4Dragoond- | I2Lafayette/ II3Lafaye!tef’qG 1 f|7N18t.Jeam’l- N1 Connerfl-
INMEM South/l-75 | South/H94 | Noth/-75 | North/-84 75 of 175 75 M-10 VAT i - 94
Property Related 265.04 316.63 299 58 322.25 162.07 185.11 115.57 550.24 494.31 391.61 332.29 327 .42
Construction Related 1284.34 1292.20 1300.30 1308.16 1269.44 1270.56 733.60 1014.00 997 .50 702.00 979.36 977.43
Total 1549.38 1607.63 1600.28 1630.42 1421.51 145567 B48.17 1664.24 1491.82 1093.61 1311.65 1304 .85

~ |Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc.




Detroit River International Crossing Study

lllustrative Alternatives Evaluation Process

Data by Plaza, Crossing, Connecting Route

(Table S-1 of Summary Report)

Evaluation by Consultants )

Un-weighted Scoring of Crossing Components
(Attachment A of Summary Report)

Citizen & MDOT Technical Team
Weightings (Table S-3 of Summary Report)

Weighted Scoring of Composite Alternatives
(Table S-10 of Summary Report)

Cost of Crossing Components
(Table S-11 of Summary Report)

Cost Effectiveness of Composite Alternatives
(Table S-12 of Summary Report)

Definition of Area of Continued Analysis
(Figure S-12 of Summary Report)



Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza| S1 S1 S2 S2 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S4 S4 S4
Crossing X181 X181 X182 X152 X253 X253 X253 X353 X353 X353 X254 X254 X284
Alignment| S1King/-75 51;}’;9" " | s2Kking/1-75 52;'?”59" " [sapenni-75| saEurekar-7s SSE;;%W" S3PennI-75 SSE‘;[;"“" SSE;;’;“" 3 S4P?e5”””' S“EL;’SEKE" - S“IE_;;‘;W
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 5.42 9.98 9.47 5.52 9.08 8.64 5.17
[Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 31 a7
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 1.01 8.46 11.27 8.53 9.40 8.90 528 9.73 9.19 539 8.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 31 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza| S4 S4 S4 S5 S5 S5 85 S5 C2 C2 C2 C2
Crossing X354 X354 X354 X4 X4 X4 X4 X4 X8 X8 X8 X8
Alignment] S4PenrI-76 S4Eurekall-| S4Eurekall-| S5SMoran/l- 55Dix 55Dix Northfl- | 35Southfield/|-| S5Southfield/I} C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
75 275 75 South/l-75 75 75 94 South/I-75 | South/I-94 | North/I-75 | North/l-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 9.32 8.86 5.25 11.45 12.54 13.31 12,52 9.98 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 36 20 5 3 7 23 9 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 9.12) 8.65 515 11.45 12.45 13.31 12,51 9.96 12.58 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 36 20 12 5 10 23 9 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness 7N\ N
Plazal 2 G2 2 C2 C3 C3 / C4 AN 12 113 / 4 N1 N1
Crossing X9 X9 X9 X9 X10 X10 J X1 \ X14112 X14 113 X12 \ X15 X15
Alignmerd] C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer |C3Dearbornd| C3Springwells/ , C4Dragoon/ I\Lafayeitef lI3Lafayettg| ll4Gateway/ N‘*t.JeanII M1 Conner/l-
South/I-75 | South/I-94 | North/I-75 | North/I-94 I-75 |-75 I-75 M-10 M-10 I-75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 12.08 11.77 13.27 13.0 23.20 12.02 12.0 18.10 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 11 15 4 1 12 1 2 16 17
Technical Team Cost / \ /
Effectiveness Score 12.90 12.28 12.48 12.17 13.90 13.60 24.52 12.62 12.85) 18.92 12.28 12.24
Rank 5 13 11 17 3 A\ 1Y 8 71\ 21/ 14 15




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza| S1 S1 S2 S2 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S4 S4 S4
Crossing X181 X181 X182 X152 X253 X253 X253 X353 X353 X353 X254 X254 X284
- - S1King/l- : S52King/l- S3Eureka/l- S3Eureka/l-| S3Eureka/l-| S4Penn/l- | S4Eurekall- | S4Eureka/|
Alignment] S1King/l-75 575 S2King/-75 575 S3Penn/l-75| S3Eurekall-75 575 S3Penn/l-75 75 575 75 75 1975
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 5.42 9.98 9.47 5.52 9.08 8.64 5.17
[Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 1.01 8.46 11.27 8.53 9.40 8.90 528 [ -
Rank 22 32 21 31 25 28 35
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza| S4 S4 S4 S5 S5 S5 85 S5
Crossing X354 X354 X354 X4 X4 X4 X4 X4
) S4Eurekall-| S4Eurekall-| S5SMoran/l- 55Dix S5Dix North/l- | 35Southfield/|-| S5Southfis
Algnmerg S4REnn-yo) = 5 275 75 South/I-75 75 75 94 X11
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 932 8.86 5.5 11.45 12,54 13.31 1252 s/ C4D|’agoon] |
Rank 27 30 36 20 5 3 7
Technical Team Cost I _75
Effectiveness Score 9.12) 8.65 515 11.45 12.45 13.31 12,51 <
Rank 27 30 36 20 12 5 10
Cost Effectiveness 7N\
Plaza C2 C2 C2 c2 C3 C3 / ci 12 ) 23.20
Crossing| X9 X9 X9 X9 X10 %10 VAT \ X145
Al i C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer |C3Dearbornd| C3Springwells/ ! C4Dragoon/ | |[RLafaye
e southil-75 | South-94 | Nortrvi-75 | Norttvi-94 | 175 75 175 M-10
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 12.08 11.77 13.27 13.0 23.20 150
Rank 8 13 11 15 4 1
Technical Team Cost 4
Effectiveness Score 12.80 12.28 12.48 12.17 13.90 13.60 24.52 12
Rank 13 11 17




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza $1 S1 S2 S2 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S4 S4 S4
Crossing| X151 X151 X152 X152 X253 X253 X253 X3s3 X353 Xas3 X254 X254 X254
- - S1King/l- : S52King/l- S3Eureka/l- S3Eureka/l-| S3Eureka/l-| S4Penn/l- | S4Eurekall- | S4Eureka/|
Alignment] S1King/l-75 575 S2King/-75 575 S3Penn/I-75| S3Eureka/l-75 575 S3Penn/I-75 75 575 75 75 1975
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 542 9.98 9.47 552 9.08 8.64 517
[Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 31 a7
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 1.01 8.46 1.27 8.53 9 " i - - 919 539 8.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 31 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza S4 54 S4 S5 55 114 C2 c2 c2
Crossing] X354 X354 X354 X4 X4 X8 X8 X8
. S4Eurekall-| S4Eurekall-| S5Moran/l- | S5Dix 3 X12 X Pefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
Algnmerg S4REnn-yo) = 5 275 75 Southl-7 75 | South/-94 | North/I-75 | North/I-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 9.32 8.86 5.25 11.45 o:tt II4GatewayI N1t Ris 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 36 20 9 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost |-75
Effectiveness Score 9.12 8.65 5.15 11.45 12. 58 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 36 20 9 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness N
Plaza c2 C2 c2 Cc2 c3 18.10 VA NA N1
Crossing X9 X9 X9 X9 X10 3 X12 \ X15 X15
Al i C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer |C3Dearbo 1 2 ttgl| ll4Gateway/| N1$t. Jean/l{ N1Conner/I-
e southil-75 | South-94 | Nortrvi-75 | Norttvi-94 | 175 175 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.67 12.08 11.77 13. 85 18.92 s 18.10 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 1 15 1 2 16 17
Technical Team Cost s 2 \
Effectiveness Score 12.90 12.28 12.48 1217 13. .85% 18.92 12.28 12.24
Rank 5 13 11 17 71\ 21/ 14 15




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza| S1 $1 S2 S2 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S4 S4 S4
Crossing] X151 X181 X152 X152 X253 X253 X253 X353 X3S3 X353 X254 X254 X254
Alignment| S1King/l-75 81;”59”' S2King/l-75 82;',”59”' S3Penn/I-75| S3Eureka/l-75 SsE;;‘;kaf " | sapenni-75 S3E$rgka" F SaE;;‘;ka”' S4P;5”m' S4E$§ka”' 84%‘;85“3"
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 5.42 9.98 9.47 5.52 9.08 8.64 517
Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 11.01 8. 46 11.27 8.53 9.40 8.90 5.28 973 9.19 5.39 888 B8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 31 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza 54 54 54 S5 S5 S5 S5 S5 c2 c2 Cc2 c2
Crossing] X354 X354 X354 X4 X4 X4 X4 X4 X8 X8 X8 X8
Alignment| SaPennI-75 S4Etirekafl- S4Eureka/l-| SSMoran/I- S8Dix S5Dix North/I- SSSou_thﬁeIde- S5Southfield/l C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
7o 279 75 South/l-75 75 7o 94 South/l-75 | South/I-84 | North/I-75 | North/I-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 9.32 8.86 5.25 11.45 12.54 13.31 12,52 9.98 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 38 20 6 3 7 23 9 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 9.12 8.65 515 11.45 12.45 13.31 12.51 9.96 12.58 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 36 20 12 5 10 23 9 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza| C2 C2 C2 C2 L/ c3 c3 C4 112 113 14 N1 N1
Crossing X9 X9 X9 X9 X10 X10 N\ X1 X14112 X14113 x12 X15 X15
Alignmert] C28chaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefgr |[C3Dearborn| C3Springwells | C4DKagoorv/I- | l12Lafayette! |lI3Lafayette/] 14Gateway/If N1St. Jean/{ N1Conner/I-
South/I-75 | South/1-94 | North/I-75 | North/I-§ N-75 I-75 5 M-10 M-10 75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 12.08 11Y77 13.27 13.01 23.20 12.02 12.09 18.10 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 1 5 4 5 1 12 10 2 16 17
Technical Team Cost \ /
Effectiveness Score 12.90 12.28 12.48 12.1 13.90 13.60 24.52 12.62 12.85 18.92 12.28 12.24
Rank 6 13 1 17N\ 3 a1/ 1 8 7 2 14 15




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza| 81 81 82 82 83 83 S3 S3 83 S3 S84 S4 54
Crossing X151 X181 X182 X182 X283 X283 X283 X383 X383 X383 X254 X254 X254
. 2 S1King/l- 2 = S2King/- = S3Eurekall- S3Eureka/l-| S3Eurekall-| S4Penn/l- | S4Eureka/l- | S4Eureka/
Alignment] S1King/-75 275 S2King/l-75 275 S3Penn/I-75| S3Eureka/l-75 575 S3Penn/I-75 75 275 75 75 1275
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 5.42 9.98 9.47 5.52 9.08 8.64 5.17
Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 11.01 8.46 11.27 8.53 9.40 8.90 5,28 973 9.19 5.39 8.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 31 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Plazal sS4 S4 sq4 1 =5 I ss S5 [ c2 c2 c2 c2
Crossing X354 X354 X354 X8 X8 X8
Alianment sapenni-75 S4Eureka/l-| S4Eurek C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
9 75 275 : C3 C3 South/I-75 | South/l-94 | North/I-75 | North/I-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness .
Score 9.32 8.86 g X10 X10 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost -
Effectiveness Score 9.12 8.65 2effr |C3Dearborn| C3Springwells 1258 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 |-S /N-75 I-75 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza| C2 C2 C2 113 114 N1 N1
Crossing X9 X9 X9 11477 13.27 13.01 X14 113 X12 X15 X15
alianmerd C28chaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schae 5 4 5 lI3Lafayette/| l14Gateway/I} N1St. Jean/l{ N1Conner/I-
g South/I-75 | South/1-94 | North/I- M-10 75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 1'"42 1 12.09 18.10 1.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 s 10 16 17
Technical Team Cost 1 7
Effectiveness Score 12.90 12.28 12 12.85 18.92 12.28 12.24
Rank 13 7




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results

U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza S1 S1 82 52 83 S3 S3 83 S3 S3 S4 S4 S4
Crossing| X181 X151 X152 X182 X253 X283 X283 X353 X383 X383 X254 X254 X254
Alignment] $1King/-75 | S ;’f;g”' S2King/I-75 szg%g; " |s3Pennii-75| saEurekarl-75 saE;';‘;kal " | sapenrvi-7s SaEL;r;“ka" E S3E;;e5ka’ a 84'3?‘,95””" S4E‘I‘,§ka’" S"E;‘;%ka"
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.563 9.66 9.19 5.42 9.98 9.47 .52 9.08 8.64 5.17
Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 28 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 11.01 8.46 11.27 853 9.40 8.90 528 9,73 9.19 5.39 8.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 3 25 28 35 24 26 34 28 33 37
Cost Effectiveness /_\
Plaza| S4 S4 S4 S5 S5 / S5 S5 S5 C2 C2 C2 C2
Crossing| X354 X354 X354 X4 X4 J X4 X4 X4 X8 X8 X8 X8
Alignment| S4PennI-75 S4Eureka/l-| S4Eureka/ll-| S5Moran/l- S5Dix fSSDix North/ | S5Southfield/ | S3%outhfield/l} C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
75 275 75 South/I-75 I-78 I-78 94 South/I-75 | South/-94 | Morth/l-75 | North/1-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 9.32 8.86 5.25 11.45 12.5 13.31 12.52 9.98 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank g 30 36 20 3 i 23 9 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost /
Effectiveness Score 9.12 B8.65 5.15 11.45 12.45\ 13.31 12.51 9.96 12.58 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 36 20 12] '\ 5 104 23 9 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza]  C2 c2 cz c2 C3 c3_ T c4 112 113 114 N1 N1
Crossing| X9 X9 X9 X9 X10 X10 X11 X14 112 X14 113 X12 X15 X15
Alignment] C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer |C3Dearborn/] C3Springwells/ | C4Dragoon/|- | [12Lafayette/ |lI3Lafayette/] ll4Gateway/lt N1St. Jean/H N1Conner/|-
South/I-75 | South/I-94 | North/I-75 | North/I-94 I-75 I-75 75 M-10 M-10 75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 12.08 11.77 13.27 13.01 23.20 12.02 12.09 18.10 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 11 15 4 5] 1 12 10 2 16 17
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 12.90 12.28 12.48 1217 13.90 13.60 24.52 12.62 12.85 18.92 12.28 12.24
Rank 8 &




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results

U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza 51 81 82 852 83 83 83 83 83 83 54 54 54
Crossing| X181 X181 X182 X182 X283 X283 X283 X383 X353 X353 X254 X254 X254
; . S1King/l- ! S2King/- S3Eurekall- S3Eureka/l-| S3Eureka/l-| S4Penn/l- | S4Eureka/l- [S4Eureka/
Alignment] S1King/l-75 775 S2King/l-75 575 S3Penn/I-73| S3Eureka/l-75 575 S3Penn/l-75 75 575 75 75 1075
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.4 8 9.47 5.52 9.08 8.64 5.17
Rank 22 33 : 4 26 34 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Scare 11.01 8.46 1.2 S5 S5 3 9.19 6.39 8.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 2 x 4 x 4 4 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza| 5S4 54 84 = = c2 c2 c2 c2
Crossing| X354 X354 X354 Slex North, SsSOUthfleld’ S X8 X8 X8 X8
Alianmentl Sapennil-75 S4Eureka/l-| S4Eurekald |'75 |'75 I} C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
g 7% 275 South/I-75 | South/1-94 | North/I-75 | North/1-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 9.32 8.86 5.2 8 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 R 1331 1252 3 9 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost 3 7
Effectiveness Score 912 8.65 3. 5] 12.58 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 4 9 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness
Plazal C2 c2 C2 113 |14 N1 N1
Crossing| X9 X9 X9 X14 113 x12 x15 x15
Alianment C28chaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaeft |I3Lafayette/| ll4Gateway/lt N1St. Jean/H N1Conner/|-
g South/I-75 | South/1-84 | North/I-7¢ M-10 75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 120, 12.09 18.10 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 11 10 2 16 17
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 12.90 12.28 12.48 1217 13.80 13.60 24.52 12.62 12.85 18.92 12.28 12.24

Rank

7




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza 51 51 52 52 53 53 53 53 53 53 54 54 54
Crossing X151 x181 X152 X152 X253 X253 X253 X353 X353 X353 X254 X254 X254
Alignmert] S1King/-75| ;;’759’ " | s2kingi-75 Sz;’;_g" " |sapenni-7s| s3Eurekan-75 SSE;;%"E"" S3Penn/I-75 S3E‘;‘,’§k""" E S3E;;e5ka’ 2 S“P?e;”" g S“E‘;rgka" 3 843‘;&5"3"
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 5.42 9.98 9.47 552 9.08 8.64 517
Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 39 24 26 34 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 11.01 8.46 11.27 8.53 9.40 8.90 528 9.73 9.19 5.39 8.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 31 29 28 39 24 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness A
Plaza 54 54 54 55 S5 55 55 55 / C2 A\ c2 c2 c2
Crossing X354 X354 X354 X4 X4 X4 X4 X4 A X8 \ X8 X8 X8
Alignment S4Penrvi-75 SdEureka/ll-| S4Eureka/l-| S5Moran/I- S5Dix SE5Dix North/l- | S5Southfield/I- SSSouthﬁelfl C2Schaefer, C\Schaefer C28chaefer| C28chaefer
73 273 73 South/l-73 75 75 94 South/I-75 | Suth/l-94 | North/I-75 | North/-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness l
Score 9.32 8.86 9.29) 11.45 12.54 13.31 12.52 9.948 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 36 20 5] 3 7 3 9 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost g /
Effectiveness Score 9.12 8.65 9.15) 11.45 12.45 13.31 12.51 9.9 12.58 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 36 20 12 5 10 23 D4 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness N ~—
Plaza| / c2 ‘\ C2 C2 Cc2 C3 C3 C4 112 113 114 N1 N1
Crossingy X9 \ X9 X9 X9 X110 X10 X1 x14112 X14113 x12 X15 x15
Alignmeft C2Schaefer| CASchaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer |C3Dearborn/] C3Springwells/ | C4Dragoon/l- | [I2Lafayette/ |lI3Lafayette/| [l4Gateway/lF N1St Jean/H N1Conner/1-
South/I-75 | Squth/-94 | MNorth/I-75 | MNorth/I-94 1-75 |-75 75 M-10 M-10 75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 12.08 11.77 13.27 13.01 23.20 12.02 12.09 18.10 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 11 15 4 5 1 12 10 2 16 17
Technical Team Cost \ /
Effectiveness Score h 12.90 12.28 12.48 12.17 13.90 13.60 24.52 12.62 12.85 18.92 12.28 12.24
Rank \ / 13 11 17 3 4 1 8 7 2 14 15




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza S1 S1 S2 S2 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S4 S4 S4
Crossing X181 X151 X152 X182 X253 X283 X283 X383 X353 X353 X254 X254 X284
: ; S1King/l- ; S2King/l- = S3Fureka/l- 1 ___ —— Is3Furekall-1 S3Furekall-1 S4Penn/l- | S4Eurekall- |S4Eureka/
Alignment| S1King/1-75 575 S2King/l-75 275 S3Pennfl-75| S3Eureka/l-75 75 75 1975
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 9.08 8.64 517
Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 11.01 8.46 11.27 8.53 9.40 8.90 8.88 8.43 5.08
Rank 22 32 21 31 25 28 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza S4 S4 S4 S5 S5 S5 C2 C2
Crossing X354 X354 X354 X4 X4 X4 C 2 SC h aefe r X8 X8
) SdEurekall-| S4Eurekall-| S5Moran/l- S5Dix S5Dix Morth/l- |S58 PSchaefer| C2Schaefer
BGOSR SSRABITS] ™ o 275 75 South/1-75 75 South/I-75 orthI-76 | NorthI-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 9.32 8.86 5.25 11.45 12.54 13.31 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 36 20 6 3 14 19
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 9.12 8.65 5.15 11.45 12.45 13.31 1 2.48 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 36 20 12 5 16 19
Cost Effectiveness N
Plazal / €2 Y\ C2 Cc2 Cc2 C3 C3 N1 N1
Crossing)f X9 \ X9 X9 X9 X10 X10 X15 X15
Alignmedt C2Schaefer| CASchaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer |[C3Dearborn/| C3Springwells/ | C4l St.Jean/H N1Conner/I-
9 South/I-75 | Squth/l-94 | North/I-75 | North/I-94 I-75 I-75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 12.08 11.77 13.27 13.01 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 11 15 4 5 16 17
Technical Team Cost \
Effectiveness Score A 12.90 12.28 12.48 12.17 13.90 13.60 12.28 12.24
Rank \ 54 13 11 17 3 4 14 15




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza
Crossing
Alignment
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score
Rank

Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score

S1 S1 S2 S2 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S3 S4 S4 S4

X181 X151 X152 X182 X253 X283 X283 X383 X353 X353 X254 X254 X284

: S1King/l- ; S2King/l- = S3Eureka/l- - |S3Eureka/l-| S3Eureka/l-| S4Penn/l- | S4Eureka/l- |S4Eureka/
S1Kina/l-75 — S2Kinall-75 i S3Penn/l-75| S83Eurekall-75 275 S3Penn/l-75 75 275 75 75 1975

9.68

9.19

5.42

9.98

9.47

552

9.08

8.64

20

28

35

24

26

34

28

31

Rank

C2

9.40

8.90

5.28

9.73

9.19

539

8.88

8.43

20

28

35

24

26

34

Cost Effectiveness

X8

Pl
Crossi
Alignm(e |
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score
Rank

Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score

Rank

Cost Effectiveness

C2Schaefer
South/I-75

12.18

N

S5 S5 S5 S5 / C2 \ C2 C2 C2

X4 X4 X4 X4 4 X8 \ X8 XB X8
S5Dix S5Dix Morth/l- | S5Southfield/l-| S5SouthfielFllC2Schaefer| CYSchaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
South/I-75 75 75 94 South/I-76 | S¢uth/-94 | North/I-75 | North/I-94
12.54 13.31 12.52 9.!8 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
& 3 T 3 ] 18 14 19
12.45 13.31 12.51 9.9& 12.58 / 11.99 12.18 11.88
12 5 10 23 D4 18 16 19

N

Pl o8 3 ca B E i N N
Cross, X10 X X412 | X413 X12 X15 X15
Alignm Caspringwells/ | CaDragoon/I- | I12Lafayette/ |i13Lafayette/| I4Gateway/} N1St Jean/l] N1ConnerI-
o 175 175 75 M-10 M-10 75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectveress o 98
Score 13.27 13.01 23.20 12.02 12.09 18.10 1.73 1.70
Rank 12 10

Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score

23

Rank

12.62

12.85

8

7




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Plaza 51 51 52 52 83 83 83 83 83 83 54 54 54
Crossing X151 X181 X152 X182 X283 X253 X253 X353 X353 X353 X254 X254 X254
Alignment] S1King/I-75 s1§;r15gf " | s2king/1-75 82;”59‘{ | s3pennii-7s| sagurekar-75 SSE;;ES"E"" S3Penn/I-75 SSEL;Z‘.;"RE’”' S3E;';55ka”' 84p7‘35"m" S“EL;’:"E“ E 843‘;‘35"3’{
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 9.19 542 9.98 9.47 552 9.08 B8.64 517
[Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 11.01 B8.46 11.27 8.53 9.40 8.90 5.28 9.73 9.19 5.39 8.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 3 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza 5S4 54 54 55 S5 85 85 S5 c2 C2 c2 c2
Crossing K354 X354 X354 X4 X4 X4 X4 X4 X8 X8 X8 X8
Alignment| S4Penn-75 SdEurekall-| S4Eurekall-| S5Moran/l- S5Dix S5Dix North/l- | S5Southfield/l-|S5Southfield/l} C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer
75 275 75 South/l-75 75 75 94 South/l-75 | South/-94 | North/I-75 | North/l-94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 9.32 8.86 5.25 11.45 12.54 13.31 12.52 0.98 12.18 11.60 11.80 11.50
Rank 27 30 36 20 6 3 i 23 9 18 14 19
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 9.12 8.65 5.15 11.45 12.45 13.31 12.51 9.96 12.58 11.99 12.18 11.88
Rank 27 30 36 20 12 5 10 23 9 18 16 19
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza Cc2 c2 c2 c2 c3 C3 C4 /12 113 N 114 N1 N1
Crossing X9 X9 X8 X9 X10 X10 X1 Y X14112 X143 [\ x12 X15 X15
Alignmend C28chaefer | C28chaefer| C2Schaefer | C2Schaefer |C3Dearborn/] C3Springwells/ | C4Dragoonj- | l12Lafayette/ |lI3Lafayette] [l4Qateway /I N1St. Jean/l{ N1Conner/I-
South/l-75 | South/1-84 | North/I-75 | North/1-94 I-75 I-75 75 M-10 M-10 75 94 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12,48 11.87 12.08 19.77 13.27 13.01 2320 12,02 12.09 18.10 11.73 11.70
Rank 8 13 11 15 4 5 1 12 10 2 16 17
Technical Team Cost /
Effectiveness Score 12,80 12.28 12.48 12.17 13.80 13.60 24.5 12.62 12.85 18.92 12,28 12.24
Rank 6 13 1 17 3 4 11N 8 4 2 14 15




Detroit River International Crossing Study

Cost Effectiveness Results
U.S. Crossing Systems

(Route + Plaza + Crossing)

Flaza 51 51 52 52 53 53 53 53 853 53 54 54 54
Crossing X181 X181 x182 K182 X283 »283 x283 383 x383 *383 »254 X254 x254
Alignment] S1King/I-75 ngl:‘sg’r " | s2king/1-75 82;”59} | s3pennii-7s| sagurekar-75 SSE;;ESKEI - | sapennii-75 SSEL;Z‘.;"RE’”' 83%';,55“3”' 84P?‘35"m" S“El;r:ka“ E 843‘;‘35"3’{
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 11.04 8.42 11.40 8.53 9.66 919 542 9.98 9.47 552 9.08 8.64 517
(Rank 22 33 21 32 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 31 37
Technical Team Cost
Effectiveness Score 11.01 8.46 11.27 8.53 9.40 5.90 9.28 9.73 9.19 5.39 5.88 8.43 5.06
Rank 22 32 21 il 25 28 35 24 26 34 29 33 37
Cost Effectiveness
Flaza 5S4 54 5S4 S5 S5
Crossing X354 H354 X354 X4 L)
: SdEureka/l-| S4Eureka/l-| SSMoran/l- S5Dix S500 C2Schaefer
GRS =APSGIEToY ™~ o 275 75 South/I-75 |15 | "Norttvi-oa
iz Cost Efectveress X14 112 X14 113 X1
Score 9.32 8.86 5.25 11.45 12.54 11.50
Rank 27 30 36 20 &
TeonmoaT TearGog nif- | lI2Lafayette/ |lI3Lafayette| |14Qat
Effectiveness Score 912 8.65 515 11.45 12.45
Rank 27 30 36 20 12 M-10 /M-10 /
Cost Effectiveness
Plaza c2 2 c2 C2 3
Crossing X9 X9 X9 X9 10 A0 12.02 12.09
Alignment C28chaefer | C28chaefer| C2Schaefer| C2Schaefer |C3Dearborn/] C3Sp \ 1 1 2 1 0 N1Conner/I-
9 South/1-75 | South/l-94 | North/I-75 | MNorth/-94 I-75 94
Citizen Cost Effectiveness
Score 12.48 11.87 12.08 11.77 13.27 A N 11.70
Rank 8 13 1 15 4 4.2 12.62 12.85 16 17
Technical Team Cost 1 8 7
Effectiveness Score 12.90 12.28 12.48 1217 13.90
Rank 13 11 17




I

,;." \ e o
s ‘ﬁé’mﬁcm‘ ST

-

4‘. 3

=

ool 2 R o
i+ % Possible improved
Connection to 1-94

via-Schaefer of Outer Drive).
N /s L :&P

iRt

s

s RAE

LW, 94 Detfo:'t-.

o 5 é. :
- Island

B

\
& o oy

oy 9§

to Gateway Project=

Zu,'g.)'.

; e \ % .. '. X
Possible’Ciikage - *

’

s

v L e

AR

oy

M
Windsor “-

[

gy -
Lo

"y

Detroit River International Crossing Study

Area of Continued Analyses

iy Ny

by

3

A

A a.;:.i.lm" W

W

\, 1&0?--“'5.
(<

¥

o

E\J.RO s,

e

Windsol
ARt

i g
‘?,a .

i

\
]

-
-“E

-

ONER
o :




The Detroit River International Crossing

Next Steps



Detroit River International Crossing Study

Proposed Community Involvement Schedule

MONTH | 2005 2006

ACTIVITY Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug

Community Meetings 14th dth 9th

Development of Practical 27th - 30th

Alternatives st 18th Formal Public Meetings

Context Sensitive 17th Bth 3rd

: ¢ & @0

Solutions Intro Bus Tour Animation

Workshop
) Meetings with Individuals/Organizctions Ath bth
Community Inventory === ========= i)

<> =Informal Community Meefing

) = Formal Public Meefing

. I
o |



The Detroit River International Crossing

Questions/Comments




The Detroit River International Crossing

Thank You



Draft Summary

The Detroit River International Crossing Study

Evaluation of lllustrative
Alternatives

on U.S. Side of the Border
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